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ABSTRACT 

The distinction between artifact and tool is 
introduced into the study of language diversity and the posting of 
linguistic universals. A complicating factor in all language 
investigations is the use of language as the chief tool to create new 
language. Analogy and metaphor are considered as two major creative 
forces at work in all languages. Understanding how these creative 
forces operate leads to jan explanation of linguistic diversity within 
the framework of universals. If we wish to do more than chart 
linguistic diversity, we shall have to move to a consideration of 
innate creative forces. (Author) 
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CONTRASTIVR AMLYSIS AND LINGUISTIC CREATIVITY / 
Kobert J. Dt Pletro - Georgetown University 

Abstract: The distinction between artifact and tool is 
introduced into the study of langi;age diversity and the 
positing of linguivStic universals, A complicating factor 
' in all language investigations is the use of language as 
the chief tool bo create new language. Analogy and 
metaphor are considered as two major creative forces at 
work in all languages. Understanding how these creative 
forces operate leads to an explanation of linguistic 
diversity within the framework of universals. If we 
wish to do more than chart linguistic diversity, we 
sViall have to move to a consideration of irmate creative 
forces, 

1, Language as artifact and tool , Han is a maker, a creator. 
Among his creations are" the artifacts" of his technoloQ'^, the concept- 
ualizations of his science and philosophy, and the various systems \ 
vjith which hie gives structure to his sociocultural being. Certainly 
one of man's most important creations is his language. In its 
complexity, it not only provides for communications in society but 
it also reflects the functions of each man's psyche. 

In his creating, man uses tools which he either makes himself 
or acquires from other men who make them. In any event, man's tools 
may be considered as extensions of his physical structure, A hammer 
serves to increase, the striking force of the fist j a long stick, to 
gain leverage. Going from a consideration of such primitive tools 
as hammers and levers to the most sophisticated ones recently devel- 
oped ty man, the status of tools as extensions of human anatomy 
becomes even more apparent. There is a whole new class of tools 
called 'teleoperators' , intended for use in handling radioactive 
materials, in lunar explorations, and in any work which requires both 
force and accuracy at a distance from the user, Sucii tools are 
attached directly to the user's hody and are manipulated by natural 
bodily movements. The teleoperator principle is sometimes emplqyed 
in medicine for the replacement of amputated ^ limbs, 

Tlan^s tool making is not ^limited to his physical endeavprs. 
Philosophers, logicians, physicists and other 'thinkers' customarily 
create abstract entities vihich they utilize in their theorizing. 
For many liriguists, the phoneme has been very useful in this respect, 
despite the confusion about its functional status. Indeed, the 
controversy over the phoneme illustrates only too well a general 
problem in linguistic methodology. Whereas tools used in making 
physical objects are distinguished from their products with 
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comparatively little diff tciiltj'', theorotic^: concepts are nut so 
easily separated from the objects of h.irlr applicationo. ^Te 
phonemes ^to be thouj^ht of as part:? oT JB,r^ -}S; -i? 'T are the*^^. more 
appropriately interpreted ar. descriptl"o .^.^.'i('e3 (i.e., toolr;)? 
In more peneral terms, are phor.emes anr.lyLlcal iTSuruments r;r 
integral parts of languaf^e systcras? Tids state of affairs reflects 
an important feature of langua^^e and Irn^-un^^;.? use in general ^ In 
order to discuss, interpret or cteng--? "':^]c3-:;e^ 3]'£jal<ers ixave 
recourse only to the lanpniarre itself. Natural laL.rniage is both 
artifact and tool^ ami server-^ as itd own kvc ; alanpuage. 

The tool/artifact distinction ayjpllci co lanf^uai^e suggests 
tv/o major typos of language univex-e^als: (1) those which derive 
from the fit of language as ^. tool to r.ian's aiv.tomica] and p&ychic 
structure and (2) thos'i^ which relate to :.he for.^. of language /is an 
artifact^ a reflection of mai^^^s systen-bulldxng. Finding language 
universals-of the first type entails a study of the physical and 
psychological founciations of human spejoch. I can point to the work 
of r^ric Lenneberg (196?) as a contribution to this endeavour. The 
second t^'-pe of universals requires the collaboration of logicians, 
ethnoscientists and sociolinguists in the uncovering of logical and 
socially-derived constraints on language syote^is. Many 'linguists 
arid anthropologists have been concerned with universals of this 
second type, e.g., J. Greenberg (1966), Pach and Harms (196C), and 
Eeri.in and Kay (lS-^70). However crude it may be, this classification 
of universals seems more fruitful than one which hinges on the 
formal/ substantive distinction, since the latter would appear to be 
relevant only to a consideration of language as artifact. 

2. The logical/ rat ional aspect of language . If we consider 
language as an artifact, we are inevitably led to a discussion of . 
grammatical systems. Linguistic theories as outgrowths of tradition- 
al grammar liave long concentrated on the logical/rational aspect of 
language. A popular contemporaiy definition is that language is 
' rule-governed behaviour'. It is somewhat anaclironlstic to observe 
that t>)e modern Cartesian view of grammar held by Chomsl<y and 
others does not really differ from the older structural one in this 
respect, despite avowals to the contrary. Both seek to describe 
what is systematic about language. If the generative view is the 
more effective of the -two, it is because an operational, mechanistic 
theoiy is more demanding than a taxonomic one. Allovjing for the 
production of infinite numbers of novel but grammatically correct 
sentences entails the rigorous application of foiTial and mechanical 
criteria, such as simplicity, explicitness, accuracy, and complete-* 
ness, to the grammar tJiat is written. Rat}ier than discard the 
corpus of language data on which tl'ie structuralists relied, the 
generativists have extended it to include all possible sentences in 
tlie language. The only difference between the structuralist and 
the generativist view of corpora seems to be the rather trivial one 
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that all the relevant language data are not loca table in the 
generative linf;uist*s field notes. 

As a result of this l0(^ical/rat ional viow o/' language, 
\ lin(^uiGtics Vias drav;n nearer to nathematics ar-d er/nirioerinc. It 
would probably not surprise aziyone In this '"^udionce of linp;uists 
to hear proposals that the 'deep structure' jA' la ni^ua^^e should take 
the fom of mathematical logic, or tliat the ijiterpretfition of the 
rules of lanfaiage as machine-oriented is 'intuitively correct'. 
This is not to say that such views have gone unchallenged, Kockett 
(1968) lias argued that language is, by nature, ill-defined and 
therefore neither open to description via forrrial z-'ules nor mechanical. 
To make his poirjt, Hockett utilizes a form of D.ogic called the theory 
of com put ability and unsolvability. He concludes tliat while language 
is ill-defined as a system, it does have stablliby, . 

I would like to avoid such arguments as to the logical basis 
of language and interpret, instead, that part of language which is ^ 
statable in the form of rules (i.e., its grammatical system) as one 
product of man's linguistic creativity. What seems to be missing 
in discussions of the logic of grammar is. the role of man as a 
creator. Linguistics must come to grips vxith the fact that iran 
shapes his language to fit. all his needs of expz-ession.- If natural 
language is capable of handling logical operations and relation- 
sliips, it is also able to convey man's non-logical, but equally 
important, social and emotional requirements. If man is logical .at 
times (as v;hen he attempts to constinjct grammars), he can also 
think thoughts and do deeds that are everything but rational. In 
fact, we are a})t to make many unproven assumptions even when we 
think we are V^eing j^erfectly logical. For example, wliat evidence 
have linguists really amassed to prove that linguistic competence 
in a given 3,anguage entails the possession of only one grammar or, 
Jlternatively, thiat every language has only one grammatical system? 
l\'e have assumed that each language can be represented in terms of 
one grammar without considering the limitations of this assumption. 
Green (1969), in a study done on children, suggests thiat the artifact 

call 'grammatical system" grows along with the ability to produce 
sentences and a child exposed to more than one language may not 
autv)matically form unique sets of rules for these lan^^uages j rlirt.her- 
more, if longuag'^s could be explained totally in terms of their 
formal grammatical systems, they would have no 'idioms', or ex- 
pressions that appear to violate a f)art of these systems. That all 
human languages have idioms is, of course, another assumption. But 
it is no more of an assumption than the ones about the existence of 
a lexicon and a sjatacttc base in grammar. The latter are components 
which occujy very central positions in contemporar;)'* grammatical 
theoiy. They have received much' attention by lingi^ists in logical/ 
rational terms but have seldom been subjected to empirical validation. 
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3. Main proposals and their irapl Icat lone? for contrast ive 
analysis . The most important of loy proposals is %hst lanpuafre 
derives from a number of creative forces which are crJoweci 5n nan 
and "which remain in constant operation throurfiicut his lile. These 
forces are grouped under the headin^^ of '!? ir:f'j 1 , creativity'. 
This creativity is manil'este'.l not only in tne pruruution of infinite 
mjTiiners of sentences but also in the ccr;tiniial fo mat ion of prannatic 
al S7;^stems# ^ty" second proposal conceiT.b the cijerations of these 
creative forces. Since lanf jcr^^e stands as loth a.i artifact and the 
tool used by man in inilenentlng his linc^uistic creativity, )ve shall 
have to disarnbir^jate the universally shr rod fore of tru^io creativity 
from their results in ;^pecific languaL^ee, 'i\:o sucli forces are 
analof?y and metaphor, "^.ach vriU be discussed briefly in sections 
h and 5 of this paper. 

If contrastive analysis is to rest upo.i foundations open 
to empirical validation,, it v/ill have to incorf/oiute the view that 
linf^uistic creativity stems, in a non-arbitrar;/ fashion, from man's 
plij^sical and mental structure (for furtlier treatment of this r*atter, 
see Tiny f orl^hcominp book. Language st^^uctures in contrast , Nevrbuiy 
Ho\ise, 1971)* Indeed, no study of lan^a^a^e should be divorced from 
the larger study of man's physical endowment and his perceptive 
abilities. A Wliorfian hypothesis of rel?.tlvity, for those who would 
still subscribe to it, would then apply only to lan/^uage as artifact 
and not to the forces of linguistic creativity, themselves. In 
other words, diversity among languages m.ust arise from the many ways 
in v/hich nan is able to implement his creative forces. Some of the 
psychic and physical bases of linguistic creativity are presented 
in section 6. 

t 

h. Analogy . as , a creative force . We can proceed from. a 
dictionary-lilce definition of analogy as that process whereby 
similarities or likenesses are enforced among otherv;ise diverse 
forms. In language, there are two major ways in which analogy 
operates: (l) in the creation of paradigms and (2) in the formation 
of entire grammatical. systems. 

U.l The creation of paradigms . The paradigms of a language 
appear to originate In the speater's awareness of semantlcally 
related forms which share some similarity in phonetic shape. It is 
imporl^ant to include both meaning and sound in our discernment of 
paradigms. If the speaker focussed only on meaning as a criterion, 
he v7ould liave no trouble recognizing the following words as part 
of a paradigm in English: monocle, eye glass(cs ), binoculars, 
spy glass, t/ele scope , and microscope . All of these words have to 
do with vision and with some apparatus v/hich enhances vision. Yet, 
for most speakers of English, they probably are nothing more than 
a list. If, on the other hand, phonetic similarity were the only 
criterion, the following list might have paradigroatic value? 
youngster , teamster , sister , and lobster . 



ERIC 



61 



Clearly, the speaker keeps both soiind and meanxnp in mind 
v/hen he systeioat izes neolopiams in his lariK^-'Ke, A ne-^^ verb 
entering Italian, for example, is likely to he clat^sified as only 
one of three possible conjugattoii typesj. unlcj-a there .s sorie 
diverting association of meaning:. The nev ^-r.rh a^lunare 'to land 
on the moon' was, placed in the first conju[!:at ion'^and \ws opposed 
semantically to an already existent verb, atterrare, V7hic}i has, 
anonp: its aensns, 'to land (on earth)' » '^he^'v^bTa^ also 
means 'to knuck down', but this a(^^:itio^/il r;onse Ones not Ti/tcrfere 
with the analof^izinf^ process involved in foiTiing a 13 una re » Although 
the same impulse to place new verbs in only oue of several con- 
jugation types exists among speakers of French, the French counter- 
part to all una re is allunir and not^ alluner , which would have had 
the phonetic shape of other new verbs'^ We observe, hov;ever, that 
the two senses of *to land' and 'to knock down' have been assigned 
to separate verbs in Frerich: atterrer 'to knock dovm' and att errir 
'to land', J'aking a new verb with the meanirig 'to land on~"the 
moon' but with phonetic similarity to atterrer rather than to 
atterrir >would have resulted in a skewing of the opposition and a 
misa])plicat ion of the analogical force. 

V/hile analof^-^ seems to te a universal aspect of linguistic 
creativity, its results can be cuite different, even among closely 
related languages. The inflectional pabtern:^ of verbs in Spanish 
and Italian provide a good illustration. Let us assume, for the 
moment at least, that grammar has a deep-to--surface dimension. 
Moving along this dimension, we find that in both Spanish and 
Italian, time reference and agent are regularly reflected in verb 
forms. The Spanish verb form cant£bamos and its Italian counter- 
part cantavamo convey, equally as well, the information 'we were 
singing' (where time is 'past continued' and agent is plural and 
includes the speaker). If we were to collect all the surface data 
in both languages which relate to the same. act ion ('singing') and 
the same time reference, the result would be what the grammarians 
are accustomed to calling 'the conjugation of the verb in the 
imperfect tense': 



Spanish 

cant^ba 
cant abas 
cantaba 
cantibamos 
cant Aba is 
cantdban 



Italian 

cantSvo 

cant^vi 

cant^va 

cantavdmo 

cantavate 

cant^vano 



'I was singing' 

'You were singing' 

'He, she, it was singing' 

'We were singing' 

'You (plur.)were singing' 

'They were singing' 



(The examples are given in normal orthography, except for the 
placement of stress )♦ 




Surface restrictions cause the constitvents of each form to 
be ordered in the same sequence in both lan^'^uages, e.g., Verb Stem + 
TlTTie Ifeirker + Person . TaVin^ bpanish bj^ itrelf, we can observe 
several analogies which have operated consisti:ntly • For in.'^-tance, 
the stress has been placed on the .finol vov/el the verb stom 
(the so-'Called ^theinatic vovrel') in aJl forrjo, Secondly, the tense 
marker is uniformly ^ throughout, with -s, - trios , - is and -n 
serving as the person markers. Contrasting the Spanish paradign 
with that of Italian, we find th'^.t the stress placement is not 
identical. Moreover, the first person fonn ahowts r-^^rson inflection 
( cantavo , as opposed to cantaba )» Certain rules ci! vowel elision 
operate in Italian to yield -v£ from -va + o and-vi from -va + 1« 

V/e should not even expect analnf7.^ to have an equal degree 

of pervasiveness with the same lan.^Jiua^ . Whereas Italian mintaine 

the same pattern" of tense marking for the iiaperf-ict throughout all 

conjugation types (•va in all cases), Spanit;li does not: 

Spanish Ital ian 

dorrnla dormlvo 'I was sleeping* 

dormlas . dormlvi , ^You weio sleeping' 

dormia - dormlva ^He, she, it was sleeping' 

dormlamos dormiv^mo 'We were- sleeping' 

dormlais dormivJte 'You (plurt)were sleeping' 

dormtan dormlvano 'They were sleeping* 

(The verbs dormir in Spanish and dormire in Italian are considered 
to be of a different type from verbs vrith the thematic vowel -^a- 
in either language). 

The vrriety of ways in which analogy may operate in related 
languages becomes more apparent if we include in our contrast ive 
analysis the comparable tense in Alcamese Sicilian, a dialect of 
Italian: . ' 

cant^va durrnta 

cant^vi durmlvi 

cantdva durmla 

cantdvamu durmlamu 

cantavavu durmxavu 

cantdvanu durmianu 

This Sicilian dialect has some surface patterns like Spanish and some 
'like Italian. There is the same stress placement (regularly on the 
thematic vowel) and the same variation in tense marking across con- 
jugation types as in Spanish: 

Sicilian: cantdva durmia 

Spanish: cantdba dorrnla 
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The one exception to the marVing of tense is the socond person 
singular form v/here Sicilian has the sanir; tense r:iarl<ir4,^ in both 
con,iufi:ation t;jT:es, as does Italian: 

Sicilian: cant4vi aumrlvi 

Italian: cantavi domlvi 

The contrasts in the phenomena of paradigm analo[ri7Ang in Spanish^ 
Italian, and Sicilian can be sunmarized in the fom of a table: 

Italian Sicilian 3p/anish 

1, First x^drson concord**^: + • - 

2, Same tense marker in 

both conj, for 2nd. per: + . + , 

3* Same tense marker in 

both conj, for other per: + 

h. Stress placement fixed \ 

on thematic vowel: - + + 

Table with Samples of Paj'adl[;matic Analog'". 

(*Eoth Spanish and Sicilian analogize first with third singular persons.) 

I could go on to discuss other ways in which analogy has worked, as 
in noun pluralization (e.g., Italian la mano >the hand'/ le man! 'the 
hands" and Spanish la mano / las manos where a regular plural pattern 
is unaffected h^r an irregular gender assignment, as contrasted with 
Sicilian la manu/ li manu where irregular gender assignment has blocked 
regular pluralizatTon;, but npr intention here has been only to point 
out how analogical forces give form to ^ surface grammar and. provide 
channels for deep-to-^surface realizations. A consideration of analogy 
has important implications not only for contrast ive analysis (to 
which it adds a new mode of contrast) but to linguistic theory, as 
well. As Harris (1970) has pointed out, paradigm fonoation via 
analogy has not occupied a formal position in generative grani^r* 
The conceptualization of specific paradigm patterns must surely be 
as much a part of linguistic competence as that ability of the, 
speakers of a language which enables them to utter and recognize 
nonsense words which follow the phonological patterns of their 
lanpuage • . , 

U.2 The fo mat ion of grammar « Another phenomenon of linguist- 
ic creativity relating to contrast ive analysis but almost totally 
obscured bj'* linguistic theorists is grammar fomation. The processes 
by which language-specific grammars are formed from man's innate 
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(and therefore universal) language abilities have been confv,sed with 
the constituents produced by these proce'.sn.^ Tms, we heaz argximents 
apainst the separation of adjectives and verbs. Proposals, rsLich as- 
those of Lakoff 19^)i>> Ross 1967 and others, ar*? .^seriovnly considered 
whereby adjectives are universally derived from vjrbs, as if the 
syntactic behaviour of the latter constituents are ipso facto more 
basic than those of the former. Among linguists, specialising in the 
Romance languapos, a counter argument associates adjectives with 
nouns (see Di Pietro 19?1> for further cLscussion/. In either case, 
certain features of syntax are promoted over others to make the 
point. Along similar lines, Seropian 1970 argues for the existence 
of a verb be in semantic stnicture. 

Involved in this matter is the r.ature or 'deep' structure, or, 
more properly, the need fur diverse layers of structuring in gram- 
matical systems. Isdeep structure a model of thought or is it. that 
part of language which interprets thought? Ket;ardless of how we 
finally handle it, or even if vje reject it, there is no reason to 
believe that any of the gramatlcal terminology in use today vjill be 
appropriate to it. In ir^y- forthcoming book (Di Pietro 197l)> I 
propose tliat an entirely'' new set of terms be drawn up for the 
discussion of universals which would not impAy the structural proper- 
ties of an^' language-specific grammar. * V/hatever terminology we 
finally agree upon, it will have to be in keej;lrig with the findings 
of medical psychologists, cognitive anthropologists, experimental 
phoneticians, and other investigators concerned v/lth the inter- 
faces between language and man's total being. At present, the most 
popular themes in linguistics center about the logical arrangement 
of grammar. An entire seminar at the forty-fifth meeting of the 
Linguistic Society of America pitted McCawley against Katz in a 
discussion of hov; to formulate that component of grammar which we 
call semantics. 

It is becoming obvious to some theorists, however, that 
arguments over the logical form of rules result only in altftrnatlve 
and equally ad hoc sets of logical rules* I^akoff (1970) is among 
those generative linguists who have come to realize this dilemma. 
Caltarelli (1970) is another. After reviewing alternative solutions 
provided by the standard theory of generative grammar for the 
inflection of nouns and verbs in Italian and selecting one solution 
over the other in keeping with the criterion of simplicity, 
^ialtarelli admits (1970, p. 7U) that no really great explanatory 
power has been pained, lie decides that it may be Impossible to 
achieve high Ifivels of explanation in the case of Italian noun and 
verb inflection. 

Rather than attempt to reconcile grammar wiLh the observations 
of researchers in language-related fields (such as those mentioned 
above), Lakoff (1970, p. 637) concludes: "...there is a very good 
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r'^cison to believe tirmt transformations do exist'*, and proceeds to 
maVe such rules more inclusive or *^lobai\ iln ajparentfiy believes 
that when ad hoc; rules are made to be rr^ore i:enoi*ffl.> tliey v/ill no 
longer be ad hoc. ftefardloss of hoTJ fiopliist icated we maV.e o\:v 
grannnars, we shall do nothini:: more than i:o?r:^>one the day vrhen an 
empirical foundation must be found for tVieTii, 

The limitations of logical theorising aboi;t lant^ua^^e is 
imed lately felt in such applicat ional fields cjc contrsjtive analysis. 
If ve are ever to produce a tI^lJ.y viable Cli of tvjo lanf^uages, we must 
be able to distir^^uish l^atv/een such af-parentlj' universal human 
abilities as naminj^ and verb^ilizing (i,e,^ devscril in^: relationships 
and actions) and the f^rarriTnat ical systems which :aan bi..ilds for hiiaself. 
There ie evidence of empirical support for ihe dxcotomy between 
naming and verbalizing which I shall take up belov/ (section 6). Our 
contrast ive analysis must include a protocol whereby the analyst can 
demonstrate the particular ways in which the speakers of diverse 
larif:uaf:es have bx^ought ujiiversally shared linguistic processes to 
bear in forminf^ both la n^:uaf;e- specific sentences and language-- 
specific granma.rs. 

I -etaphor as a tool of linguistic ere at ivity . Yet another 
aspect of linguistic creativity is subsumed unaer the neading of 
metaphor • Unlike analogy, ^letaJ^hor is that force wher«ly an 
association of forms can be made which does not dej^^end on ser.oantic 
or phonetic similarity. There are various kinds of metaphor but 
the one I shall concentrate on has to do with the reforroation-of 
nrranmatical rules either by extending their domain or by changing 
^ their form. There is no doubt in my mind that metaphor is a 
ijniversal feature of linguistic creativity, but to demonstrate how 
this is so would require mar^ pages and I shall have to ].eave it 
for s future study. Suffise it to say here that metaphorical 
processes figure proTninently in mathematical formulation, in poetrj'' 
and in historical linguistic cliange. The nethematical statement, 
'let X equal... initiates metaphor because the sense of one 
entity is transferred to another. It is not difficult to see how 
computer progranning languages are sets of terse metaphors 
representing specific functions capable of being perfomed bj^ the 
computer. Metaphors abound in poetic language. Consider the , 
follow infi; poem by i5mily Dickinson, in which lexemes like heart 
and love are given a concrete, inanimate sense, as if they were 
physical objects of a household: 

The bustle in a house • 
The morning after death 
Is solemnest of industries 
Enacted upon earth, ~ 
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The sweeping up the heart, 
And putting love av^ay 
Ve shall not want to use ap.ain 
Until eternity. 

(From p. The Oxford Book of Araerican Verse , selected ^ly 

F. 0.» Matthiessen, New York: OxFord University Press, 19^0). 

Vygotsky (1962, p. 126) gives some exanples of how metaphor 
operates differently in various languages and is interconnected 
vrith the grammatical system built the speakers of each language. 
He mentions Krylov's substitution of a dragonfly for the grass- 
hopper in his Russian translation of La Fontaine's fable. La cigale 
et la founai , because the word for grasshopper in I'cussian is 
masculine and does not convey the 'lighthearted, carefree attitude' 
of the French cigale . TJutchev, another loissian translator, did 
something similar in his substitution of a 'cedar tree' for a 
'fir tree' in rendering into Russian a German poem about a fir and 
a palra. Since the tree references are metaphors for the love 
between a man and a woman, it would not do to use literal trans- 
lations of fir and palm. Both trees are feminine in Russian. 

To add a further dimension to Ingots Vs exiimples, we can 
cite the variety of expressions languages have for endearment. In 
English, such references are often to taste: sweetheaii; , honey, 
sugar , and so on. In French and Italian, comparable metaphors 
involve vegetable names. An Italian lad might call his girl 
friend, his cipollina ('little onion') and a French boy might use 
mon petit chou ( 'try little cabbage' ). The owl who is so wise in 
English can only be involved in an Italian metaphor for a rather 
stupid person, a gufo j or, if it is a little owl, a civet ta , the 
reference is to a flirtatious young lady.* 

Ver;'' little work has been done concerning the ways in which 
metaphors sterrf' from the human psyche. In an article in the 
International Journal of P^c h o-Analy s i s f Sidney Baker (1950 ) 
discusses the importation of the domesticated European cat into 
the Maori culture of New Zealand and its linguistic implications. 
He observes that the use of the Maori word tore to mean 'cat' also 
involves the same sort of sexual associations found in other 
languages even though the animal was new to the Maoris. He 
concludes that these associations arose from universally shared 
sexual motifs which occur in dream symbolism. To support his 
thesis, he gives a lengthy list of 'phallic syrabol-complexes ' ' not 
onlj^ in Maori but in Hawaiian, Tahitian, Samoan, and Fijian, as 
well. 
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Of ,co\:rse, there are man^r probloms to be solved before we 
can Incorporate" netaphorizing in our contrasting of larpiiapes. First 
of all, we x^il] have to 'establish formal ways to empirically validate 
the associat ional value of each potential metaphoi • Secondly > we 
will have to distin^x-ish the universally shared meLaphortcal processes 
from their lanpuafe-speciric products,, ''jwever difficult these j 
problems may be to solve, tiiere is oveiy reason to believe that 
metaphor .should be considered as an aspect of linguistic creativity, 

Elsewhere (Di Pietro 1970), I liave nhovrn hov; ^rrammars with 
finite numbers of formal rules do not adecuately account for metaphor. 
The num>jer of reformative rules required to explain every metaphorical 
violation of the grarrriatical system v;ould be end3.ess, fly conclusion 
is that vhile finite (';rammars ol the p/'nej-ative t;yrpe can produce an 
infinitely larpe numlier of innovative sentences (here 'innovative' 
means novel sentences which are retracecibln to :-:*:able and ordered 
rules), such p:rammars do not proviie for the production of metaphori- 
cally creative sentences. As I mentioned In section 2 of this paper, 
the existence of expressions in eveiy lanpuape which do not fit 
exactly within the formal SJ^stem of rules (called 'idioms*) are the 
si|i:ns of the operation of creative forces, such as metaphor, outside 
the formal systematizing of grammar, 

6, Some psychic and plysical toses of lin^a-is'tic creativity . 
As a final topic in this paper, I would like to discuss how the 
lanruape tools used tj' man in the implementation of his linguistic 
creativity have psychic and physical bases* 

Pruner (1967-66, p. 63) has indicated that the division' of 
holding and operating skills between right and left-hand among humans 
may be connected with the grammatical distinction of topic and coroment, ■ 
The ability to grasp objects with one hand and work on them with the 
other apparently lias led man to distinguish between objects and sets 
of relationships among objects. It is medical knowledge that the 
child's acquisition of language is speeded up significantly at about 
the same time that he becomes right oi left-handed, A child v?ho is 
letarded in developing 'handedness' will also have speech difficulties— 
notably stuttering. Aphasia victims, to give another bit of 
supporting evidence for the interconnection of grammar with man's 
phj'-sical structure, may experience 'difficulty in word ; finding' and 
ordering of lexical items, among others (see Lenneberg 1967, p, 193| 
15?ff,), Since aphasia can be suffered by all men, repardless of 
their language, I presume that it affects those universally shared 
tools of language. As Lenneberg (1967, p. 175) puts it, lar^guage is^^ 
intimately integrated with man's 'neuronal and skeletal structures', 

Freedman, Cannady and Robinson (1970 ) point out other ways in 
w)iich lan^ruage develo^Tment is intimately connected with the physical 
development of man. In their study of liandicapped children, Freedman 
and his associates observe that: "the con^renitally blind child. 
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despite considerable facility in the use of speech, is delii^red in 

the use of the first person pronoiin. For the congenitally deaf 
I child, may be one of the first words to be used". Ego-identity 
^ ax-parently requires a visual orientation~an observation which 

should lead linguists to reconsider the ways in which they order 

the formal rules of their grawraars. 

Among anthropologists interfjsted in relating man's cultural 
activities and perception to the structure of his language, I can 
cite the worV of such ethnoscientists as Brent Berlin and Paul Kay. 
Their recently published book (see Berlin and Kay, 1970) represents . 
a move away fron the relativistic classification of colors in various 
languages toward a universally valid framevfork which non-arbitrarily 
reflects man's perception of the world in which he lives. It is 
clear from reading the accounts of Berlin and Itay's research that a 
contrasting of semantic elements must rest firmly on a universalist 
basis of shared properties which, in turn, must reflect man's 
perception of his world. 

Robert Hall is one linguist who seems to believe that 
lirif-uistic creativity no longer exists in man. He feels that an age 
of creativity may have existed thooisand of years ago during a stage 
of human evolution when language v/as first developed, but it is no 
longer present in man (see Hall, 196C, p. 21-2 Cook, in reviewing 
Hall's book aptly questions this view of creativity. He writes 
(1970, p. Il53-'i): "...if we accept Hall's definition of creativity 
vje are left with explaining (l) why we don't have it any more, and 
(2) the impact of this loss on language structure^ for, if creativity 
is to be linked to the structure of the brain and that structure is- 
altered so that creativity is no longer possible, then the altered 
brain structure must have some impact on language." The evidence, 
some of x^rhich I have cited in this paper, seems to point in precisely 
the opposite direction, namely, that creativity is veiy much a part 
of modern man's language abilities and is intimately connected with 
his phj^sical and psychic being. 

. 7. Concluding remarks aiyi summaiy . I have argued that 
linguistic creativity must be taV'en into account in the conjbrastlng 
of languages. To ignore it vjould be to limit our contrast ivi 
analysis to the ways in which the formal models of grammar satisfy 
logical criteria. Since contrastive analysis, as an applicational 
field, depends heavily on the theoretical formulations of linguists, 
it" is good to find some linguists, like Fraser (1970) and Chafe (1971 ), 
occupying themselves vjith how the generation of sentences fits into 
larger theories of speech acts. Garvey's work (1970) is perhaps even 
more indicative of fruitful directions for contrastive ar^alysis. 
Rather than bring non-linguistic elements to focus on sentence 
formation, she tias concerned herself vrith the typing of conversational 
structures in vrhich sentences are used. 
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Analogy and metaphor are most likely not tlie only creative 
forces present' In man > but they appear to iTnjJortant ones* 
LanfuaKes, as long as they ?iave native sj^eaker?;, seem to Vje in a 
constant state of creation* Thfj reason for this imendini^ chance 
is probably because men continue to learn languai'^s and to use 
them. Diversity cannot be explained limiting' our analysis to 
the logical foundations of lan^age. If we restrict ourselves to 
systematic pranmar, we will onlj^ he able to chart lanpus^re diversity. 
To explain It would seem to require that we move to a consideration 
of man's Innate creativity, whereby {grammars are formed. 

i 
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